Although user involvement is frequently practiced in companies, the research findings regarding its benefits for in
Deregulation of the telecommunications industry has resulted in a totally new competitive situation. Previously, while still consisting of monopolies, there was little incentive for the industry to develop novel end user telecom services. Today, an important key to competitiveness is the successful development of innovative value-adding services that meet the users' needs and wants (Barczak 1995; Gordon et al. 1993; Kelly and Storey 2000; Storey and Easingwood 1996) . To come up with useful services, several companies in wireless telecommunications have begun to involve potential users in the innovation process during recent years. For instance, Takeshi Natsuno, responsible for the content side of the Japanese I-mode system, ascribes its success largely to users coming up with "killer" ideas for new services (Fujita 2000) . The Swedish mobile-portal provider Halebop has invited a group of se-lected people (pilots) to influence and shape the company's services (Jonsson 2001) . Also, contests in which users are invited to submit their proposals for new services have gained popularity. In Sweden, the Mobile Internet Student Awards (MISA), directed toward stimulating students to create new mobile services, took place during the first half of 2002 (MISA 2002) . Another example is SonyEricsson (2002) , which has invited users to "create the leanest, coolest and most practical application" for their new mobile phones. There are no official results available that confirm whether the approach of involving users in the initial stages of wireless service development is advantageous or not. This is, however, an important issue. Practitioners need to know what contribution is being made by involving the users, as opposed to letting the company's experts come up with the new ideas. The simple fact that user involvement has become a practice is no evidence of its merits.
An extensive review of the new product development and service management areas of several research databases reveals many articles on the subject of user involvement, or customer involvement as it is also often referred to. Many scholars maintain that understanding customer needs and requirements constitutes an essential foundation for sustained competitiveness through innovative new products and services (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster 1993; Johnson 1998; Martin and Horne 1995; Rothwell 1976) . The belief in an important role for the customer in service development leans indirectly toward the philosophy of market orientation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990) . In the service quality literature, it is stated that one key aspect of achieving service quality is listening to the needs of the customer even during the development process of a service (Edvardsson 1997; Garvin 1988; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Leonard 1990) . However, the positive relationship between market orientation (i.e., actively taking the customer into account) and innovation success is still a subject for debate (e.g., AtuaheneGima 1996) .
It is thus difficult to find any guidance in previous research as to whether user involvement should be commended in connection with generating ideas for new wireless telecom services. To be directly applicable, research should meet at least four criteria. First, it should deal with user involvement in new service development, ideally wireless telecom services. Second, the involvement of users should be during the initial stage of development, that is, for generating new ideas and concepts. Third, the involvement should concern customers as end users, not business-to-business relationships. Fourth, the research must generate findings wherein the results taken from user involvement are compared with those not taken from user involvement.
The vast majority of studies fail on the first criterion, because very few deal with user involvement for new service development. This observation is supported by the reviews of Alam (2002) and Johne and Storey (1998) . Also, very few of the findings reported concern user involvement during the initial stages, that is, users as innovators (Khurana and Rosenthal 1997; Koen and Kohli 1998) . Instead, most findings focus on subsequent stages, for example, involving users in adapting new concepts developed by the company (Anderson and Crocca 1993; Iansiti and MacCormack 1997; Martin and Horne 1995; Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2000; Veryzer 1998a ). However, there are studies from involving users as innovators. Kristensson, Magnusson, and Matthing (2002) have reported that certain users can produce more original ideas than professional developers. The seminal work of von Hippel has demonstrated the important role of so-called lead users; in several industries, the vast majority of innovations have emanated from lead users' ideas (von Hippel 1977 (von Hippel , 1986 (von Hippel , 1988 . Urban and von Hippel (1988) have also investigated the relative advantage of the lead user designs of a computer-aided design (CAD) system vis-à-vis company designs. Their findings showed that evaluators preferred most aspects of the lead users' designs. However, this is neither service development nor the involvement of end users. In an exploratory study of user involvement in new business-to-business service development in the financial services industry, Alam (2002) reported that the investigated companies deemed user involvement at the idea generation stage to be one of the three most important.
There are, however, some studies from consumer markets as well. Morrison, Roberts, and von Hippel (2000) investigated the occurrence of innovations among the users of a library information search system in Australia. They found that 26% of users had made some major or minor modifications to suit their own needs. The study also distinguished between modifying users and nonmodifying users; one important characteristic of modifying users was technical capability. The authors' conclusion was that the findings supported the systematic inclusion of user ideas into the manufacturers' idea generation process. In a study of a multinational firm in the telecommunications industry, Mullins and Sutherland (1998) investigated best practices for new product and service development. One of the "best practices" included user involvement for idea generation and the use of mock-ups and prototypes to understand customer usage and benefits. The products had a high degree of service content and targeted both consumers and business markets. This indicates that consumers, or ordinary users, could also be used as the innovators of services.
The findings from previous research presented so far all speak in favor of user involvement. The review of the liter-ature also revealed an opposing view regarding the benefits of involving users in product or service development. Sceptics argue that the input of users is of limited value and could even be damaging. Bennett and Cooper (1981) contend that trying to satisfy the consumers' articulated wishes will lead to a stalemate because innovative ideas rarely arise from customers. They give three reasons for this (p. 54). First, perception is limited to what consumers can currently relate to. Second, the consumers' ability to express and verbalize their needs is limited because they do not know what is technologically feasible. Third, the needs expressed by consumers may well have changed by the time the new product is developed and ready. Christensen and Bower (1996) came to a similar conclusion. They argued that the strategy "Stay close to your customers" might mislead suppliers into avoiding exploration of the opportunities provided by new disruptive technologies. Their arguments are based on empirical findings from the computer disk industry (see also Christensen 1997) . More support for users being inadequate as a source of innovation comes from Leonard and Rayport (1997) , who believe that users lack sufficient technical knowledge to produce innovations and are unable to articulate their needs. There are also companies and consultants that have reacted to the listen-to-the-customer paradigm, saying that this devotion to the customer has gone too far. They argue that customers can be "widely unimaginative" and must be ignored in order to enable the creation of breakthrough products and services. The list of items initially rejected by customers is long; for example, the fax machine, the VCR, and the Chrysler minivan (Martin and Faircloth 1995) .
To summarize, telecom managers who contemplate involving users in innovating end user telecom services will not find much guidance for this in the literature. First, the research findings appear to diverge. Although some research indicates that potential benefits accrue from user involvement, there are also arguments to the contrary; some even claiming that user involvement can be disastrous. Second, involving users in new service development is an area that is almost unexplored; previous research has mainly focused on the development of tangible products. Third, most of the research on user involvement has been done in the context of industrial markets. Fourth, a closer look at the research literature reveals that the claim regarding the benefit of user involvement is mainly based on the expression of positive attitudes by respondents from firms that have tried to involve customers in the development of new products. There seems to be a lack of evidence showing exactly how the individual user contributes to product innovation and whether this contribution is of any value.
Involving users in service innovation has, apparently, gained acceptance among many companies in the telecom industry, yet the benefit of user involvement to end user telecom services remains uncharted. Furthermore, the ambiguousness of the contribution made by customers is, in theory, mirrored by the classical debate between the needpull and technology-push schools, where the latter sees technological shifts as the main cause of innovation and the former proposes that firms break new ground based on customer needs. There is thus a need for further studies regarding the actual benefits of user involvement when innovating end user telecom services. There is also a call for more research into the implementation of market orientation theories in new service development. From the review, it was found that the main objection to involving users as innovators is that they do not know what is possible or feasible. Therefore, further studies should also investigate whether the users'contributions can be enhanced by teaching them more about technological opportunities and constraints.
PURPOSE AND SCOPE
The purpose of this article is to fill the knowledge gap regarding the benefit of user involvement in innovating end user telecom services. It also aims to investigate whether the contributions made by users can be improved by giving the users involved more information regarding the opportunities and feasibility of the underlying technology. The outcomes from three different experimental trials for generating new end user telecom services are compared; one with no user involvement and two with different setups of user involvement. In one of the user involvement trials, the users are allowed to meet and consult a professional service developer, giving them a better understanding of the opportunities and limitations of the technology available. The professional developers were instructed not to actively collaborate with the participants; instead, they were merely to inform the users if their ideas were feasible and if they already existed. The consultation was thus rather restricted. This way, the users also had a speaking partner to ease the articulation of their needs and wants. In doing this, two of the main obstacles to involving users in innovation are reduced. The dependent variable is the quality of the created ideas (service ideas/proposals), measured in three dimensions, the ideas' originality, producibility, and user value.
Technology-Based Self-Services
The scope of the study is end user telecom services. These services are technology based and involve little or no face-to-face interaction when using them. They can be classified as a subset of technology-based self-services (Dabholkar 1996; Johnson et al. 1999) . It is becoming increasingly common that users are asked to provide services for themselves using technology (Meuter et al. 2000) . Because many technology-based services are implemented through software, these have the advantage of being easy to customize (Bitner, Brown, and Meuter 2000) .
What Is User Involvement?
Although a lot has been written on the subject of user involvement, very little of this has defined the concept of user involvement. However, on the basis of a literature review and an empirical study, Alam (2002, p. 252 ) has recently developed a framework with four key elements for describing different types of user involvement. First, the objective/purpose of involvement, that is, why are users involved in new service development? The purpose can, for instance, be to gain new service ideas, to reduce cycle time, or to improve user relations. Second, stages of involvement, that is, where in the new service development process are users involved? On the basis of the new service development frameworks of Bowers (1989) and Scheuing-Johnson (1989) , Alam has derived 10 stages where users are involved: (a) strategic planning, (b) idea generation, (c) idea screening, (d) business analysis, (e) formation of the functional team, (f) service and process design, (g) personnel training, (h) service testing and pilot run, (i) test marketing, and (j) commercialization. Third, intensity of involvement, that is, how intense is the user involvement? Alam describes this as a continuum right from passive listening to extremely intense when the user is part of a development team. Fourth, modes of involvement, that is, how is the input and information obtained from the users? For example, face-to-face interviews, brainstorming, focus groups, and so forth.
Based on Alam's framework, the user involvement studied in the article can be characterised as having the purpose of generating ideas for new end user telecom services. Accordingly, the idea generation stage is the main focus. The intensity of involvement is on the higher part of the scale, using several different modes of involvement. The mode and intensity of involvement will be described in detail in the Method section.
How to Decide If One Service Is Better Than AnotherMeasuring the Dependent Variable
Evaluating a service as the best is not a trivial task. 'Best'can be determined from many different aspects. Different aspects are relevant to different business contexts. To determine the evaluation criteria for the specific context, five experts in mobile telephony service development were consulted. In a focus group session, they discussed which dimensions differentiate successful and less successful mobile telecom services. This resulted in three criteria for evaluation: first, originality, a concept that enfolds the innovative dimension of a service; second, the perceived user value, the estimated value for the user when using the service; and third, producibility, the estimated effort required to implement the service.
The dimensions suggested correspond well with theoretical constructs in the innovation literature. Originality, the uniqueness of ideas, is held to be an important criterion for product success. For example (Booz, Allen & Hamilton 1982) and Cooper (1993) asserted that unique ideas are the number one success factor in new product development. Regarding the user value dimension, Amabile (1996) stated that novelty is a necessary condition for innovation but not a sufficient one; it also needs to be appropriate, valuable, in the given context. In a study, Hart et al. (2003) found that the following evaluation criteria were most frequently used for the idea screening phase: technical feasibility, product uniqueness, market potential, and customer acceptance and intuition, thus conforming well with our three dimensions.
Furthermore, the dimensions correspond quite well with the criteria used in the previously mentioned MISA and Sony-Ericsson contest. MISA used five criteria (translated from Swedish): user-friendliness, producibility, user benefit, estimated market size, and user choice. SonyEricsson asked about the following four criteria: Is the service (application) innovative, practical, easy to use, and cool?
METHOD
A comparative experimental design was used wherein a real user involvement scenario was emulated. Three experimental trials were carried out, one with a group of professional service developers and the other two with groups of users. The actual experiment consisted of four stages: (a) initiation, (b) idea creation, (c) delivery, and (4) evaluation. During three 12-day periods, the three groups were given the assignment of generating useful ideas for new SMS-based services. SMS is the acronym for short message service, a technology for sending and receiving text messages via mobile phones. SMS is defined within the global system for mobile communication (GSM) specification, a pan-European standard for mobile telephony. It was introduced in Europe in 1992 but is today to be found all over the world.
The first group, professionals, consisted of 12 professional service developers all recruited from a Swedish mo-bile telephony operator. All of them came from an R&D unit responsible for developing new nonvoice mobile services, that is, services based on SMS, wireless application protocol (WAP), General Packet Radio Service (GPRS), and suchlike. Their professional experience in the field varied between 1 and 10 years. The other two groups (Groups 2 and 3) consisted of ordinary users who were students from the University of Karlstad volunteering their services. The students were randomly divided into two groups (Groups 2 and 3).
Group 2, ordinary users (n = 19), managed idea creation by themselves, whereas Group 3 (n = 20) consulted service design experts during two controlled meetings. Group 3 will henceforth be referred to as "consulting users." Both user groups were represented by university students in nontechnical study programs, for example, social science, teacher training, business administration, and so on. The students volunteered to participate. The main reason for choosing students was that they represent one of the most frequent SMS user groups, thus representing users well.
To obtain individual background data, the participants filled out a form asking for personal data such as age, experience of mobile telephony, and SMS usage. Upon entering the trial, each participant also underwent three different tests to determine more specific personality characteristics; the FS-test, a Swedish test, correlates to a person's creativity (Holmquist and Ekvall 1986) ; the Life Orientation Test (LOT) indicates whether a person has a positive or negative disposition (Scheier and Carver 1985) ; and Technology Readiness (TR) indicates a person's willingness to adopt new technology (Parasuraman 2000) . The groups' scores, including descriptive data, are shown in Table 1 .
At the initiation meeting, the participants were given an assignment, namely, to create one or more services useful to the users represented by Groups 2 and 3 in the experiment. The participants of Groups 2 and 3 were thus to come up with proposals for new services that would be valuable to themselves, whereas Group 1's (the professionals) contribution was to be services gratifying the participants of Groups 2 and 3, that is, university students. Each person received an individual assignment. Nevertheless, the participants were free to collaborate with each other if they wanted. If this was the case, it was to be noted that the idea was collectively created as well as who the cocreators were. The results of the idea creation process were expected to include at least one new service idea using the application platform Unified Services (US). US is essentially a converter between SMS messages within GSM and http-calls on the Internet, as illustrated in Figure 1 .
From the user's point of view, US enables access to information on the Internet by sending and receiving SMS messages. To give the participants a sense of how these services worked and to provide inspiration, they were given access to a sample of approximately 10 implemented services. To use and test the sample services, the participants were equipped with a mobile phone and a chatboard. The phone had a prepaid card allowing approximately 150 SMS calls. All participants received hands-on training on how to use the phone by testing the sample services. An example of such a service was accessing a dictionary lookup on the Internet via SMS calls, as illustrated in Figure 1 . If a user wants to translate the word car into Swedish, for instance, the message "ETS#car" would be sent to number 12345. The message is received by US and analyzed by a computer program, the interpreter. The English-to-Swedish (ETS) informs the interpreter that this is a request to translate an English word into Swedish. The parameter, in this case the word car, is then passed on to the ETS service program. The latter is also a computer program, the actual service, written by the service designer. The program makes a translation request on the Internet to the Dictionary server (www.us_dictionary.com). After a few seconds, US receives an answer, a Web page where the translated word (bil) is included. The ETS service program extracts the word bil and sends this by SMS to the user of the service.
The idea creation phase (Phase 2) of the study lasted for 12 days, for all three groups. One of the user groups (Group 3), consisting of 4 to 5 persons, met a professional service designer for consultation for a period of 1 to 2 hours, whereas the other groups were able to manage the creation process without assistance. Before the consultation meetings, the professionals were instructed to take a rather passive role. Even if ideas were to come up regarding how the participants'ideas could be improved, the professionals were not to reveal them, unless they would have done so in a real situation. This was to emulate a situation where the ownership of an idea is not in the hands of the company. The professionals were thus not supposed to freely share thoughts regarding improvements because ideas could end up in the hands of a competitor. Therefore, the information given by the professionals was normally limited to informing the users as to whether an idea was technically feasible or if they knew that the proposed idea already existed. This approach gave the participating users the opportunity for a more individualized learning of the technical possibilities and limits of the system. Discussion with an expert was also to facilitate the users' abilities to articulate their ideas. After the 12-day trial, each group was gathered, and the ideas were delivered (Stage 3). Because the resulting service ideas were aimed at the same target group, they could be compared and ranked against each other, thus enabling the determination of the users' contributions when involving them in the idea creation process.
The Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) developed by Amabile and colleagues (Amabile 1996) was used for the evaluation phase (Phase 4). Six experts, experienced in evaluating mobile communications service ideas, constituted the panel of judges. The ideas were ranked on a scale of 10. For the three dimensions used (i.e., originality, user value, and producibility), a score of 1 represented the least original, least valuable, and hardest to produce. Similarly, a score of 10 corresponded to the most original, most valuable, and easiest to produce.
RESULTS
The results of assessing the ideas from the three trials in the three dimensions of originality, user value, and producibility are shown in Table 2 . The results from Table  2 are illustrated graphically in Figure 2 .
The consulting users apparently created less original ideas than the ordinary users, who did not receive any consultation. Consultation reduced the originality to the same level as that of the professionals. The user value of the service ideas was not affected by consultation. Finally, the producibility of the ideas was improved by consultation.
A one-way ANOVA for the three dimensions yields significant differences between the groups with regard to both originality, F(2, 286) = 5.051, p = .007, and producibility, F(2, 286) = 3.928, p = .021. For the user value dimension, no significant difference is obtained, F(2, 286) = 2.284, p = .104.
The results of using Scheffé's (1959) multiple comparison test to investigate significant differences between the three groups are shown in Table 3 . For the sake of completeness, the dimension user value is also displayed, even though the F test was not significant. In accordance with the recommendation of Scheffé (1959, p. 71 ), the significance level (α) has been set to 10%. In the originality dimension, the ordinary users scored significantly better than both of the other groups. The ordinary users' ideas were also assessed as having significantly lower producibility than the other two groups. It is notable that no significant difference was found between professionals and consulting users in either of the two dimensions of originality and producibility.
Higher Quartile Analysis
The results accounted for so far are based on an analysis of all the ideas submitted by the groups, that is, the means of the groups' scores. In a real situation, however, only the best ideas are of interest for further elaboration. A chisquare test is used to analyze the highest ranked ideas-the ideas falling into the higher quartile in each dimension (see Table 4 ). It is expected that the distribution of ideas in the higher quartile will correspond to the sizes of the three groups, that is, ordinary users (19/51), professionals (12/ 51), and consulting users (20/51). If there were any observations with a score equal to the value at the breakpoint (N = 73), then these were included in the analysis. This explains the differences in the N value of the different dimensions.
Both originality and user value thus yielded significant differences between the three groups in the chi-square test. To examine which groups could be considered major contributors to the significant chi-square value, the standardized residual R was computed.
1 If the absolute value of R is greater than 2.00, the group is considered a major contributor (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs 1998, p. 581) . The results are presented in Table 5 , with the chi-square test for the producibility dimension's residuals also being presented for completeness.
Analysis of the upper quartile shows that the ordinary users produced significantly more original ideas than expected, whereas the professionals produced less than expected; however, their standardized residual (-1.91) is just below the 2.00 threshold. In the user value dimension, ordinary users also produced significantly more ideas in the upper quartile than expected, whereas the professionals scored significantly fewer than expected. For the third dimension, producibility, all the groups are approximately equally represented.
Validity
The results have revealed that the quality of the submitted ideas differs significantly depending on whether these were created by the professionals or the users themselves. Also, just how the users were treated during idea creation has a significant bearing on the quality of the ideas. Could there be alternative explanations for the differences between the groups' results? The relatively small samples (12, 19, and 20 persons) could induce differences due to personal propensities. Applying the Kruskal-Wallis 2 test to the three personality variables yields a significant difference with regard to FS, H(2, 51) = 11.557, p = .003, but not with regard to the other two variables LOT, H(2, 51) = 1.225, p = .542, and TR, H(2, 51) = 4.233, p = .120. The difference in the FS scores is intriguing, because FS is supposed to correlate with the individual's creativity. However, a correlation using Spearman's rho (two-tailed) between FS and the originality score yields r h = -.013, p = .928. Accordingly, FS and the Originality scores are not correlated. As a matter of precaution, the correlation between FS and the other two dimensions was computed. However, neither of these give any significant correlation; user value: r h = -.170, p = .237, and Producibility: r h = .053, p = .715. It can thus be assumed that the difference in FS value does not have any relevance to the differences in outcome between the groups. Groups 2 and 3 were randomly assigned from the same sample but treated differently during the trials. To ensure that the difference in outcome between the two trials is due solely to the treatment (consultation), we tested for heterogeneity between the two groups by analyzing the background variables (see Table 1 ) using the Wilcoxon-MannWhitney test; gender (Z = -1.265), age (Z = -2.782), experience (Z = -0.325). Only age thus exhibited a significant difference between the groups (p = .005). The average age of Group 2 was 23.8 years, whereas in Group 3, it was 22.1 years. Although the difference in age is statistically significant, the practical relevance of the difference is most likely negligible.
The conclusion is that the validity of the results can be considered sufficiently good. Although some heterogeneities were found between the groups, the discussion has shown that these differences should not affect the dependent variables of the study. 
DISCUSSION
The results have shown that user involvement does affect the quality of the ideas generated. A key contribution made by this article is the finding that user involvement has resulted in ideas for new innovative and useful services, and that customer involvement is heavily dependent on how involvement is managed. The contradictory positions of theory suggesting both a positive and a negative outcome from "listening to the customer" are thus put into perspective by the fact that the provided causal data show that users can be valuable contributors of new services. However, giving users access to expert consultation dra- matically changed user outcome. Thus, we will mainly focus the discussion on how consultation has influenced the results, together with possible explanations why.
Consultation and the Impact on Producibility and Originality
An assumption of the study was that enabling users to consult experts during the idea creation process would lead to better service proposals. The empirical data also indicate that the characteristics of user-generated ideas were affected when users consulted experts. The producibility of the ideas was significantly improved, but, unfortunately, the originality deteriorated significantly. Without consultation, user outcome was significantly more original. It appears that the users, during consultation, adopted the experts'more rigid way of thinking. One could say that the users became "expert copycats." Just like the experts, the users, when aware of the systems' technical limitations, tended not to stretch beyond what was currently possible to implement. The experts' behavior has been documented in the literature; the experts' core competencies (i.e., knowing what is technically feasible) become a burden to innovative thinking (Leonard-Barton 1992) . The present study thus indicates that users who learn "too much" about the technical limitations risk inheriting the same rigidity regarding innovative ability. At the same time, some technical knowledge is necessary to trigger the innovation process and get it on track (von Hippel 2001) . If users are not aware of any limitations or possibilities, one possible interpretation is that they will not be useful as inventors. There is thus a delicate balancing act when it comes to managing user involvement.
One can, however, question if the extra technical knowledge gained is the sole reason for the users' declining innovativeness. One alternative, or supplementary, explanation is that meetings with experts induce a frame of mind in the users whereby they do not want to "lose face" by coming up with ideas that are totally unfeasible. To hold onto a crazy, odd, or totally new idea is understandably hard for a layman when a professional service developer and supposed innovation specialist has told you that it is not possible to produce or sell. Furthermore, the consultation meetings created a relationship between the participating users and the company's experts whereby the users were no longer anonymous. Thus, they seemed to become more oriented toward creating services that were not primarily of value to themselves (as the assignment stated) but of value to the company, indirectly implying that their suggestions were feasible. The results indicate that consultation with experts had a negative influence on the users' innovative vein. Nevertheless, it led to ideas that were deemed more producible.
Consultation and the Impact on User Value
Consulting experts thus affected the originality of the ideas produced in a negative manner. Analysis of the average scores for the perceived user value of the ideas does not indicate any corresponding deterioration. The results from the higher quartile analysis are, however, conflicting. As seen in Table 5 , consulting users contributed relatively more ideas than did the professionals but still fewer than the ordinary users. It is hard to interpret these findings. However, this indicates that consultation might reduce the user value of the ideas submitted. This can be explained by the effect previously discussed, namely, that following consultation, the users try to produce ideas that are beneficial to the company rather than to themselves. An example of this was found at one of the consultation meetings. A user had dropped an idea because it would not bring any direct economic value to the company, although it was excellent from the user's perspective. The user who had come up with the idea said to the professional (special consultant), "Although it was a superb idea for me as a user, I could not imagine how you [the company], would be able to capitalize on it, so I dropped it." The user concerned thus put the company's interests ahead of his own. This behavior can be compared to what anthropologists call "going native" (Tedlock 2000) . Instead of being user representatives, the users concerned identify with the service developers responsible for designing services profitable for the company, that is, they become "copycat professionals."
Side Effects of Consulting Users
Consultation thus seems to damage originality and runs the risk of causing users to lose their user perspective. Does it not have any positive aspects? Well, we have already seen that the submitted ideas were assessed as easier to produce. Another positive effect that surprised the experts was that they learned so much during the consultation session about the real needs and wants of the users. This knowledge is, of course, a must-have if one wants to design services that generate high user value. As one of the experts put it, "It was a good lesson to learn that you know less about the users than you think. We [experts] normally think that we can familiarize ourselves with the user's situation. I have now reconsidered with regard to this." The fact that professionals misinterpret the users' wants has been noticed in previous research (e.g., Hennestad 1999) . Or, as a development manager put it, cited by Veryzer (1998b), Engineers are NOT real people! Don't rely on an engineering test sample-they know too much and of-ten think in a way that differs from the people that will be using the product-you need to test the naive user. (p. 149) However, as seen from the findings, it is not enough just to involve ordinary users, it is also important how you do this.
Comments Regarding the Form of Consultation
It should be emphasized that the form of consultation in this study had restrictions. As described, the professionals were instructed not to disclose any ideas that came to mind during the consultation sessions, for the reasons previously mentioned. This could, hence, be accused of being a rather awkward kind of consultation; anyhow, it gave the users a better understanding of the technical limitations and aided them in expressing their ideas. Most of the experts did claim that the session with the users was often inspiring because many of the users' ideas triggered their own minds along new paths. One of the experts expressed it as "a minor mind torture to keep quiet and not proclaim the brilliant idea that had just emerged from the user's rather moderate initial idea." The consultation was thus far from being a brainstorming activity.
Von Hippel, Thomke, and Sonnack (1999) have described what they call the "lead user process," in which the organizing company tries to learn from so-called lead users in the area. One very essential phase of this is the setting up of a workshop that lasts 2 or 3 days. To participate, one must sign a contract wherein any property rights that might result from the workshop are signed over to the arranging company; the reward for participating is purely intellectual (von Hippel, Thomke, and Sonnack 1999, p. 54) . This, of course, creates a totally different situation than the one studied in our experiment.
Generalizability
The present research was conducted in a specific context, namely, innovation of SMS services. Some characteristic features of the context are that the services are implemented through the use of technology and that usage involves little, or no, face-to-face interaction. The user does not need to understand the design of the underlying technical system, just how to interact with it. The same characteristics are probably applicable to most technologybased self-services (Bitner, Brown, and Meuter 2000) . However, the generalizability must be validated in future research. It should be noted that the procedure for customer involvement applied in the present experiment constitutes a realistic way of organizing user involvement. We do not claim that our research design is a generic user involvement procedure suitable for all service innovation, but we posit that active involvement, beyond merely asking, develops a deep understanding of the customers' unexpressed needs and requirements applicable to other industries besides wireless telecom.
User involvementbeyond merely asking
From the literature review, it was evident that many scholars deemed user involvement inadequate (e.g., Bennett and Cooper 1981; Christensen 1997; Christensen and Bower 1996) . However, our results are, to some extent, in contrast with these findings; it is thus justified to reflect on why this is the case.
We argue that it is not enough to merely ask the customers if they have any ideas; you must also go one step further. If, during this study, we had merely asked the users to come up with new ideas, the result would probably have been ideas already known to us or variants of services already implemented, that is, conforming with the critique of user involvement. This is what seems to be the normal procedure when users are asked about their needs in, for example, interviews or surveys. Customers only know what they have experienced and have trouble imagining the use of emerging technologies (Ulwick 2002) .
In our experiments, we went beyond merely asking the users about their needs; instead, we activated the users into problem solving in their own day-to-day environments, bringing newly acquired knowledge of mobile phone technology with them. The users were encouraged to discover new, and as yet unknown, needs; these needs would probably not have been discovered during a traditional inquiry process. When the users designed a new service that they perceived to be value adding, their needs were automatically embedded into the idea proposal. Accordingly, the users did not have to explicitly express their needs verbally or in writing; instead, these needs were expressed indirectly through the proposing of a service that met their needs. Thus, by involving (activating) the users, they appeared to more or less subconsciously link a need, detected in a problem situation, with their newly acquired knowledge of mobile phone services, resulting in a solution for the user. In the eyes of the user, the service idea was something that came up naturally because it was derived from conditions in the user's environment. The evolved service idea would probably never have come up when just asking them. Our discussion shows that to understand how customer orientation may lead to innovation, merely asking is not enough. A user is unlikely to come up with a creative and valuable idea directly upon inquiry. However, given the opportunity to deliberate at a location where user needs and information are sensible, new solutions and solutions that were unthinkable beforehand may evolve. For this to happen, involving users in actively producing their own services is needed. We believe that these observations shed light on the issue of the customer's plausible contribution to innovation.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The present research contributes to the service marketing and service development literature by providing a more cogent understanding of what contribution end users can make in the generation of new ideas for technologybased self-services. The research has also revealed that the outcome is heavily dependent on how the user involvement is carried out.
The findings show that involving users makes a difference; it affects the quality of the ideas generated. The ideas of the users are conceived, by expert judges, as more original and holding a higher perceived user value. However, the users'ideas are, on average, harder to convert into commercial services. User involvement makes a positive contribution, if properly managed.
No support was thus found for the literature claiming that user involvement will lead to a stalemate regarding product innovativeness nor that ordinary users are unable to be innovative. We have instead found the opposite; because both user groups produced more original proposals than the professionals did, we can conclude that user ideas can be a fresh injection into the creative vein of the company.
We have also found that it is important just how user involvement is implemented; intensity and mode of involvement affect the outcome. Involvement that is too intense can lead to users accidentally taking on a role in which they do not act as user representatives, instead trying to behave like professional service developers. Correspondingly, if users receive too little information regarding the capabilities of the technology, their proposals will run the risk of being less producible.
From the study, we can also arrive at some tentative conclusions regarding the impact of letting users consult experts during the idea creation process. Although reducing the originality of the ideas, face-to-face interaction (consultation) with the users has several positive effects in comparison with noninteraction. A mutual learning process can be obtained; professionals can gain a deeper understanding of the users'real needs and wants, whereas the users will learn more about the possibilities and restrictions of the underlying technology. A more accurate interpretation of the users'ideas can be made through dialogue. Finally, the interaction creates a relationship between user and developer.
Scholarly Implications
The article has shown that findings from the existing research literature on user involvement in industrial new product development contexts cannot readily be applied to the context of services. The present research indicates that other principles are valid, at least for technology-based self-services.
In the current academic literature, user involvement is usually described as an abstract generic concept. This article has, however, revealed that details matter. The seemingly small change of letting users consult an expert on two occasions changed the outcome significantly. This also implies that future research should study particular processes of user involvement rather than, as in most past research, aggregated samples of different types of user involvement from various industries. User involvement should thus be clearly defined with respect to how it is performed. The framework described by Alam (2002) is a good start but will likely have to be refined as the research frontier progresses. Researchers should use methods that enable the investigation and control of the micro processes taking place when users generate new ideas. The present study was itself, as previously discussed, a kind of user involvement; users were engaged in the idea generation process for almost 2 weeks. In this way, the study emulated a situation where the users, during a period of time, could reflect on how wireless services might enhance their own situations. Their ideas were thus generated by reflection in action, hereby generating services that solved a real problem. This is quite contrary to just asking a cross section of users what new services they would like to have. The research design presented could thus be recommendable for future research because it enables a controlled way of varying the involvement of users.
All the same, user involvement for service innovation is still in a seminal state, and further research is needed. First, the findings of the article must be validated in other contexts. Second, various ways of involving users must be explored to examine the effect. Third, more criteria (dependent variables) than the three presented in the article should be identified and investigated. Fourth, longitudinal studies covering more than the idea generation phase should be performed in order to investigate the impact of user involvement on the final commercialized service.
Managerial Implications
The article has concluded that user involvement in service innovation, if properly managed, has a positive effect on the quality of the created service ideas and obtains valuable user information. Companies that learn how to use the potential of user involvement will gain a competitive ad-vantage. However, at present, we have limited knowledge regarding how users ought to be involved, and much remains to be explored. The research design described in the article can serve as a role model for further exploration. Some relevant research questions might be, for example, How do different types of users affect the result? How do different modes of user interaction affect the results? and Can we find any general stimulus that triggers the creation of good ideas? An interesting starting point for further exploration would be to combine the two types of user involvement described in the article. In other words, initially trying to maximize the creativity and originality of the ideas by emulating Trial 2. Not until the next step would the users meet professional developers to discuss and analyze their ideas. It would be interesting if users and professionals could more freely be engaged in elaborating a mutual idea (cf. von Hippel, Thomke, and Sonnack 1999) . Before doing this, ownership of the intellectual property rights should be settled.
Without the active participation of practitioners, it will be difficult to advance our understanding of how to manage user involvement. Companies that take part in exploration can gain a first-mover advantage. Managers are therefore encouraged to experiment, either on their own or in collaboration with researchers, with different ways of involving users. Companies can actually gain short-term benefits from participating in this kind of research. In the present research, for example, the users produced 234 novel ideas. The participating company obtained valuable user feedback on a new mobile-services concept (US), while a deeper understanding of the target group was gained.
It must, however, be noted that the user involvement described yields a new paradigm for new service development. No longer is the aim to ask users about their needs and wants, then trying to translate these into gratifying services. Instead, potential users are invited to take an active part in the development process. They are thus to be regarded as codesigners of their own services. The users bring a unique competence to the service design process, namely, knowledge of what will bring value as far as they are concerned. Nevertheless, the present research has shown that professionals are needed to make the users' ideas producible. The team of professionals engaged in this type of service design should possess various competencies, such as engineering, marketing, sociology, psychology, usability, and so forth.
Do not confuse user involvement with being user driven. To trigger their creative minds, users need a catalyst to get them on track. In the present study, they where given access to a platform and services developed by the company's professionals. It is very unlikely that the 39 users would have come up with their 234 ideas if they had not been able to explore the predeveloped services. The initial design activity was triggered because one professional discovered the technical opportunity to access the Internet by sending and receiving SMS messages. Not until a prototype had been developed were the ordinary users able to grasp the opportunity and start to create their own service ideas. For technology-based services, it is thus necessary that companies continue to explore the opportunities provided by new technologies. However, users should be brought in as soon as opportunities can be demonstrated. The users do not drive the design process but should have a very influential role in it.
For technology-based self-services, it is rather meaningless to ask users what they want because they do not normally know what is possible to produce. This article has, however, shown that inviting users to test and explore the opportunities provided by a prototype can give rise to a most valuable outcome.
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